The UEFA 'home-grown' rule was introduced as a response to negative trends 20 identified in European football. These negative trends UEFA outlined were; 21 perceived lack of incentive in training players, reduced identity in local clubs, clubs 22 stockpiling players, problems for national teams, lower competitive balance in club 23 competitions, the link between finance and success and reducing playing 24 opportunities for players trained 'locally' (Dalziel, et al., 2013) . The 'home-grown 25 rule' stipulates that each club must name a pre-determined number of players that clubs (Poli et al., 2016; Bond et al., 2016) . The EPL chief executive also noted that where imports from overseas permeating the senior game is extending to the 22 academy structure. This, however, has been identified as a positive experience for 23 youth players as a cultural and knowledge exchange which increases standards rather 24 than a potential threat for their progression (Littlewood et al., 2011; Richardson et al., 25 
INTRODUCTION

1
The increased commercial and entertainment element of professional football 2 (Relvas et al., 2010) has increased the focus on player recruitment and development. In professional clubs' organisational structure and ethos, the need to focus on youth 11 development has intensified due to legislative directives affecting player quotas, outcomes. In England youth football has changed significantly from a government 10 intervention programme in the 1980s (Stewart and Sutherland, 1996) into a highly 11 competitive, multi-faceted structure which contrasts previous pathways.
13
In 1983 the Youth Training Scheme (YTS) was introduced, evolving into the Youth
14
Training (YT) in 1990 (Stewart and Sutherland, 1996) , replacing the makeshift apprentices concentrated in the top two divisions (Stewart and Sutherland, 1996) .
18
The government introduction of YTS and YT increased the number of successful Increasing revenues in English football, e.g. the 71% increase for the 2016-19 21 broadcast deal to £5.14 billion (Karak, 2016) , means more funds are available, which 22 can, in theory, be allocated to youth development (Wilson et al., 2013) .
23
The influx of new capital has affected the transfer market, and approaches to youth 1 development simultaneously by altering the way clubs approach player recruitment 2 and development. As Carling et al., (2012) state, each club traditionally aims to 3 identify young talent with potential and add them to their academy, although the 4 approach varies depending on the type of club and the level in which they compete.
5
An example of this international investment changing the approach is at Manchester 6 City F.C., where the club has invested £200m in a youth academy facility which has 7 been cited as surpassing the facilities and pathway provided at cross-city rivals outlined examples where a more aggressive approach to recruiting other academies' 10 players has emerged, although this is permitted within the regulations. 
24
To regulate or not introduces several questions to consider. Vopel (2011 pp. 57), 1 suggested that the most important question around a decision to regulate a free 2 market is whether there is "a kind of market failure and if so who would be protected 3 by regulation?" Although the focus on youth development is not new, the legislation 4 changes in Europe have, amongst other activities, recognised that there are issue in 5 the current market, and that a change to the dynamic of supply and demand was 6 required through intervention. The legislation has the potential to increase the market 7 value of home-grown players due to the quota required in elite squads. In England, However, the league as a product is the EPL's key success factor, with a desire to have the best players in it to create the most interest and commercial return. With the 1 influx of overseas ownership, managers and players into the EPL, it is debatable 2 whether the current structure really aims to develop indigenous players, or the best 3 prospects regardless of nationality. The collation of these variables was designed to allow the quantification of playing 21 data to create a development model (see Figure 2) . One area the variables do not Table 2 aggregates the number of players graduating from each club's' academy, and players from their youth system (see Table 2 and Table 5 ). The data also reveals that The decision to increase the age limit of the Premier League 2 competition to 23 also 11 appears detrimental when considering 'optimum peak performance age' for 12 footballers (the average age of players at World Cups is 27, BBC, 2014). This (Table 5) . can be an argument made that EPL clubs need to be delivering on impact A, or 7 impact C (if it is in an elite league) with a longer term view, which is generally not 8 the case in modern football.
10
Selling players produced from within a club's youth development system, but 11 deemed insufficient quality, can still be a self-fulfilling exercise, producing revenues 12 which effectively allows the academy to pay for itself. This financial benefit to the 13 club can include direct transfer fees, future sell-on clauses, and loan fees. Some clubs 14 will, however, retain players developed in England to satisfy UEFAs quota 15 requirements, but without them ever being selected.
17
The calculation of the outputs generated in the English system show limitations in 18 both quantity (number of players) and quality (e.g., playing time at Category 1 clubs). Holland, Italy, and Germany), generating 27,000 minutes of play in 412 appearances.
22
This is the equivalent of 1% of those generated in the EPL. When compared to the The increased funding in the English game via the lucrative broadcast deal from 1 2016-17 is unlikely to "trickle down" into the lower professional leagues which, as 2 evidenced in the results, has a track record of producing elite English players. The 3 financial resources generated appear to be disproportionately allocated, going largely 4 towards the recruitment of (and enhanced payments to) established elite players.
5
Although investment is going into youth development (for example, Manchester player for a high fee rather than using a player developed from the youth team. It would be prudent to suggest that any of these measures would not be tolerated or 5 discussed in the highly competitive environment in which clubs are operating, with 6 lucrative rewards and international status on offer. (Table 4) .
18
Alternatively, does it matter where players develop from, but should more focus be 19 put on the highest level of competition (club and international) they achieve? At 20 present, the trend in England is that academy graduates from higher category clubs
21
(from the categorisation in Table 1 of this study), transition into middle and lower 22 tier EPL clubs. Lower league clubs are producing elite players (Table 3) 'product' is a key challenge which may be difficult to overcome. 
